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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Linda Sexton appeals from the denial of Social Security disability
benefits. We affirm.

Sexton suffers from anxiety, depression, and severe back and
shoulder pain. Based on these conditions, she twice petitioned for dis-
ability insurance benefits. Her first petition was denied by an adminis-
trative law judge ("ALJ") in 1994. An ALJ denied her second petition
in 1997. The district court affirmed the denial of benefits, and this
appeal followed.

Sexton contends that the ALJ made two errors. First, she asserts the
ALJ was incorrect when he determined that her anxiety and depres-
sion were not severe. The record, however, contains substantial evi-
dence supporting the ALJ's conclusion, and we therefore affirm it.
See Richardson v. Perales, 402 U.S. 389, 401 (1971).

Sexton's second claim is that the ALJ erred when examining the
vocational expert. Specifically, Sexton alleges that the ALJ's hypo-
thetical questions did not take the findings of Dr. Russell McKnight
into account, instead relying on findings that predated McKnight's
examination. This is incorrect; the ALJ asked the vocational expert
questions that encompassed McKnight's conclusions. While the ALJ
later determined McKnight's findings deserved little weight, the
examination of the vocational expert was thorough.

For these reasons, we affirm the district court's order upholding the
denial of disability benefits. We dispense with oral argument because
the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the materi-
als before the court and argument would not aid the decisional pro-
cess.

AFFIRMED
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